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The facts are known to the parties.

In the June 29, 2000, coverage waiver, Best Buy rejected Pacific Employers
Insurance Company’s (“PEIC”) under-insured motorist (“UIM”) coverage “in its
entirety.” Such argjection is effective under a plain reading of Wash. Rev. Code
8 48.22.030(4) and under Galbraith v. National Union Fire Insurance Co. of
Pittsburgh, 897 P.2d 417, 420 (Wash. Ct. App. 1995) (requiring a “specific and
unequivocal” rejection). The district court correctly determined that Best Buy
effectively waived PEIC’s UIM coverage when the coverage waiver was sent to
the underwriters on May 29, 2001, irrespective of the alleged acceptance of UIM
coverage dated February 15, 2001.

Following Best Buy’s purchase of Magnolia Hi-Fi (“Magnolia’),

Magnolia s coverage under the PEIC policy was subject to Best Buy’s earlier
waiver of UIM coverage. Consistent with Koop v. Safeway Stores, Inc., 831 P.2d
777 (Wash. Ct. App. 1992), Magnolia's inclusion under Best Buy’s policy did not
materially alter Best Buy’s policy such that PEIC was obligated to offer UIM
coverage to Magnolia; there was no lapse in Best Buy’ s coverage, and the parties
(i.e., Best Buy employees), subject matter, and policy number were the same.
Further, Magnolia did not request UIM coverage following its acquisition by Best

Buy.



Given theforegoing, the district court did not abuse itsdiscretion in denying
Alegria s motion for reconsi deration.
Thedistrict court’s grant of summary judgment in PEIC’ s favor and denial

of Alegria’ s motion for reconsideration are AFFIRMED.



